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Abstract

Waikiki has long been the anchor of Hawai‘i’s visitor industry. Approximately $3.6 billion or
46% of tourism’s total contribution to Hawai‘i’s Gross State Product originates directly and
indirectly from this famed one-square-mile of Oahu’s south shore (DBEDT, 2003). While
extensive resources have been directed towards understanding the economic contribution of
Waikiki, far fewer have been directed to understanding and safeguarding the unique natural
resources that lure both residents and visitors to the area. Yet maintaining--and improving--the
health and vitality of these natural resources is integral to the continued economic contributions
of Hawaii’s flagship visitor destination as well as opportunities for ocean-based activities that
contribute to the overall quality of life for Oahu’s residents. In order to address this oversight, a
coalition of community partners are currently planning to undertake a community planning
process with the intention of integrating and improving disparate efforts to manage and steward
the coastal and marine resources of Waikiki through the development of an outcome-oriented,
community-backed plan. To ensure success, the planning process must be framed by a thorough
understanding of community concerns and perspectives, and once initiated, should maximize

opportunities for meaningful stakeholder input and involvement.

To this end, this study was conducted to: 1) document and analyze the knowledge, attitudes and
perceptions of Waikiki residents with respect to the past, present, and desired condition of
coastal and nearshore resources; and, 2) identify resident priorities related to and potential
stakeholder conflict that may arise from future management and restoration efforts. Data
collection consisted of a stakeholder analysis targeting area residents and utilizing a mail survey

as the primary research tool. Resident responses reveal both a perception that the condition of
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Waikiki’s coastal and nearshore resources has deteriorated over time, as well as a strong desire to
maintain recreational opportunities and improve reef health. Where the results can best inform
future management and restoration efforts lies in: 1) resident priorities and anticipated “deal-
breakers” with regard to possible management strategies; 2) resident concerns, questions, and
knowledge gaps associated with anticipated restoration efforts; and, 3) demographic
characteristics of the respondents to this survey which hint that there will likely be a significant
divergence in profiles and priorities with other stakeholder groups such as area businesses and

recreational users residing outside of Waikiki.
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Introduction

Waikiki has long been the anchor of Hawai‘i’s visitor industry. Approximately $3.6 billion, or
46%, of tourism’s total contribution to Hawai‘i’s Gross State Product originates directly and
indirectly from the famed one-square-mile of O‘ahu’s south shore coastline (DBEDT, 2003).
Extensive resources have been directed towards understanding the economic contribution of
Waikiki, yet far fewer have been directed to understanding and safeguarding the unique natural
resources that lure both residents and visitors to the area. As the Hawai‘i Tourism Strategic Plan
points out, healthy ecosystems are critical to a sustainable visitor industry and it is therefore of
utmost importance to develop ways to preserve and protect our natural resources (State of

Hawai‘i, 2004).

Despite this recognized need and abounding threats, including land-based pollution, coastal
erosion, commercial and recreational activities, fishing pressure, and aquatic invasive species
there is no unified effort to monitor, protect, or restore the coastal and marine resources of
Waikiki. Maintaining--and improving--the health and vitality of these natural resources is
integral to the continued economic contributions of Hawaii’s flagship visitor destination as well
as opportunities for surfing, paddling, fishing and other ocean-based activities that contribute to

the overall quality of life for O‘ahu’s residents.

In June 2008, the University of Hawai‘i Sea Grant College Program (UH Sea Grant) initiated the
first phase of the “Waikiki Ecosystem Restoration Project: An Aquarium Without Walls”. To
date, project activities have focused on citizen engagement through the development of a

community-based coastal monitoring program ("Reef Watch Waikiki"), an ocean literacy
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certification program ("Ocean Awareness Training"), and relationship-building among a wide
range of stakeholder groups. With this framework and support network in place, project partners
are eager to begin developing strategies to restore the health of Waikiki's once thriving reefs.
Before large-scale restoration efforts can begin in earnest, however, UH Sea Grant needs the
community’s support to fill much needed data gaps, and the community needs access to
information to help them better understand the complexities of coastal environments and the

interactions between human use and ecosystem health.

To this end, UH Sea Grant, in cooperation with the Waikiki Improvement Association and the
Hawai‘i Community Stewardship Network, plans to undertake a Conservation Action Planning
(CAP)' process to develop site-specific management strategies for the coastal and marine
resources of Waikiki. Project partners intend to engage stakeholders in the development of a
comprehensive CAP that better integrates disparate efforts to conduct beach management,
marine education, and sustainable tourism into an outcome-oriented, community-backed plan. To
ensure success, planning for CAP should be framed by a thorough understanding of community
concerns and perspectives, and once initiated, should maximize opportunities for meaningful
stakeholder input and involvement. Therefore, the goal of this research project is to conduct a
stakeholder analysis to inform the development of strategies to ensure stakeholder support of,

and involvement in, the CAP process.

! Conservation Action Planning (CAP) is a widely utilized tool to guide conservation teams to develop focused
strategies and measures of success. CAP is one version of the Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation
developed by the Conservation Measures Partnership (CMP), a partnership of conservation organizations that seek
better ways to design, manage, and measure the impacts of their conservation actions.
http://www.conservationmeasures.org/
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Figure 1. Map of Waikiki project area
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Objectives

The primary objectives of this research are to:

1. Document and analyze the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions of area residents and other
stakeholders with respect to the past, present, and desired condition of Waikik1’s coastal
and nearshore resources.

2. Identify stakeholder priorities related to and potential stakeholder conflict that may arise

from future management and restoration efforts.

Methodology

Data collection consisted of a stakeholder analysis utilizing a mail survey as the primary research
tool. While a web-based survey would be less costly, mail surveys maintain a higher response
rate than web-based surveys (Shih and Fan, 2008). Furthermore, a mail survey is more
appropriate given the targeted survey population of area residents, businesses, and recreational
users. With only 78.9% of households in Hawai‘i reporting internet access (U.S. Census Bureau,

2009), an internet survey would likely create a significant coverage error.

Survey Sample: The intended survey sample was to be identified in three ways. First, a random

sample of WaikikT residents was to be obtained via a research survey respondent provider
(Survey Sampling International). Second, names and addresses of Waikik1 businesses, non-
governmental organizations and other agencies would be obtained through the Waikiki
Improvement Association (WIA). Third, an intercept protocol would be developed to capture
names and addresses of recreational users who do not reside or work within the project area and

whose contact information is unavailable since few such uses require permits, fees, or other
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means by which such information is collected. Volunteers would be recruited and trained to

engage in intercept sampling for this last group.

Due to repeated delays in securing access to WIA’s membership list and an insufficient number
of recreational users identified through site intercepts by targeted project deadlines, these
stakeholder groups were dropped from this initial study. Business and recreational users will be
surveyed in a follow-up study (Phase II), to be conducted in the Spring of 2011 in advance of

community planning meetings scheduled to take place in late Summer 2011.

Survey Design

The issues selected for inclusion in the survey instrument (questionnaire) were identified through
a literature review of past studies, reports, and news headlines pertaining to the ecology and
human use of the Waikiki coastline. The questionnaire was reviewed by a faculty member at the
University of Hawai‘i and other project partners familiar with the issues and subject matter
included in the questionnaire in order to identify potential wording problems, and topical
deficiencies. In addition, several individuals were asked to complete the draft questionnaire to
answer questions such as: average respondent completion time, willingness of respondents to
participate in the survey, and any confusing word choice or phrasing. For expediency, pre-tests
were delivered in person rather than via mail delivery. After the pre-test, the questionnaire was
updated to incorporate respondent feedback so as to minimize the response burden and ensure

that the survey instrument aligned with project goals and objectives.
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Survey Implementation: The survey instrument design and implementation was subject to Duke

University’s Institutional Review Board research review process for research with human
subjects and was approved on December 29, 2010. The research was designed following the
Dillman Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2009). The Dillman Method increases survey
response and data quality through strategies such as personalization of survey materials and
multiple mailings to non-respondents. The targeted response rate comprised a total of 400 usable
returned surveys, with at least 100 responses from each of the three sub-groups (residents,
businesses, recreational users) to allow for comparisons between stakeholder groups. Although
there is no exact formula to determine how many surveys should be mailed out in this case, a
reasonable response rate for a survey of a more general population using the Dillman Method is
between 40 and 50%. Higher responses rates are often achieved when surveying people who are
known in advance to be highly interested in the survey topic. With this response rate in mind, I
intended to send out approximately 1,000 surveys in the first mailing, 850 in the second, and 720
surveys in the final mailing. These numbers are predicated on a 15% response rate to each
mailing. If adequate sample size was achieved prior to the third mailing, mailings would be

halted.

As previously noted, however, business and recreational user groups were dropped from this
initial study phase. Subsequently, the targeted response rate was revised to include at least 100
responses from Waikiki residents. A random sample of 400 Waikiki residents was obtained via
Survey Sampling International to whom questionnaires were mailed. Mailings were halted after

the second mailing since an adequate sample size had been achieved (Table 1).
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Stakeholder Participation: Table 1 summarizes stakeholder response rates to the mail survey.

Table 1. Resident mail survey response rate.

N %
Initial sample ...ccccoevveiieiiniiieeeeeen 400 ---
Non-deliverable.........ccccocveiniiennneens 47 ---
Effective sample ....coccvvevvviieeiinnnenn. 353 ---
Total non-returned surveys.............. 240 67.99%
Total returned surveys........c........... 113 32.01%

Results

Waikiki resident survey responses: As mentioned previously, the primary objective of this study

is to document and analyze the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions of area residents and other
stakeholders with respect to the past, present, and desired condition of Waikiki’s coastal and
nearshore resources and associated recreational uses. A secondary objective is to identify
stakeholder priorities related to, as well as potential stakeholder conflict that may arise from,
future management and restoration efforts. To begin, residents were asked to characterize how
the condition of Waikiki's beaches and reefs has changed over time (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Perceived changes to Waikiki’s beaches and reefs over time (Q1).

B Decreased significantly (21.24%)

B Decreased somewhat (35.40%)

O Remained about the same (15.04%)
O Improved somewhat (9.73%)

H Improved significantly (0.88%)

O Don't know / Not sure (12.39%)

O Blank (5.31%)
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The majority of respondents (56.64%) believe conditions have deteriorated over time; only one

respondent (0.88%) perceives a significant improvement over time.

Next, residents were asked to characterize how opportunities to experience the outdoors and the
ocean have changed in Waikiki. Here, responses diverge more significantly with approximately
40% of residents noting a decrease in opportunities, 27% indicating opportunities remain about

the same, and 20% believing that coastal recreation opportunities have improved (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Perceived changes in opportunities to experience the outdoors and ocean (Q2).

B Decreased Significantly (13.27%)

Bl Decreased Somewhat (26.55%)

O Remained about the same (26.55%)
O Improved Somewhat (18.58%)

E Improved Significantly (1.77%)

O Don't Know / Not Sure (6.19%)

O Blank (7.08%)

Residents were then queried to determine what human activities along the Waikiki shoreline they
felt were detrimental to reef health. Generally, residents associate all listed activities with some
level of negative impact (Figure 4). The greatest perceived impacts are associated with littering
(78%), storm water runoff (72%), and non-native species (67%). The lowest perceived impacts
are associated with snorkeling/diving (67%), using sunscreen before entering the ocean (50%),
and adding sand to the beach (50%). There is a fair amount of uncertainly about the level of
impact associated with adding sand to the beach (27%), introduction of non-native species
(22%), fish feeding (23%), using sunscreen before entering the ocean (21%), snorkeling or

diving (22%), and fishing or collecting other marine life (19%).
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Figure 4. Perceived impacts to reef health associated with human activities (Q3).

Storm water runoff; water quality ]

Adding sand to the beach I :

Introduction of non-native species ]

Smoking , ]

Littering 1

Fish feeding . :

Boating / anchoring , I

Using sunscreen before entering the ocean 1 :

Snorkeling or diving I ————

Fishing or collecting other marine life , ]

Walking on the reef ]

|
T T T T T T T T

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Percent of Respondents (%)
O Slight to no impact O Serious to extreme impact O Don't know / not sure or blank

Attention was then focused specifically on Waikiki beach. Here it is important to insert some
historic and contemporary context. Historically, Waikik1 had a natural, albeit narrow, contiguous
sandy beach. As early as 1880, however, permanent structures began to encroach on the beach
and in the early 1990s some of Waikiki’s native sand was mined for construction material.
Despite halting the intentional sand removal, beach loss accelerated in the ensuing years as the
pace of construction along the shoreline hastened. At least 80 different structures--retaining
walls, crib walls, and jetties of all sizes and lengths--were installed as bath houses and hotels
began to crowd Oahu’s South shore (Wiegel, 2008). Collectively, these structures contributed to
beach loss through the disruption of natural cycles of sand movement. The shifting shoreline has
garnered much attention and generated gloomy warnings in recent years. Most notably, an

economic impact analysis commissioned by the Waikiki Improvement Association estimated
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annual losses of nearly $2 billion in visitor expenditures if no action is taken to save Waikiki
beach from complete erosion (Hospitality Advisors, 2008). In statements released by the State,
Waikiki beach has been “chronically eroding” for decades at a rate of 1.25 feet a year. In places,

the beach is nonexistent at high tide (Vorsino, 2010).

When asked directly how important it is for there to be an accessible dry sandy shoreline at
Waikiki, only one resident indicated it is “not at all important”. The majority of residents (81%)
indicated that is “very” to “extremely important” (Figure 5). Resident responses may arguably
be influenced by the aforementioned forecasts, however, “go fo the beach™ was far and away the

most common recreational use of the Waikikt shoreline noted by residents (Table 2).

Figure 5. Relative importance of an enduring sandy shoreline at Waikiki (Q4).

B Not at all important (1.77%)
O A little important (5.31%)

O Neutral (8.85%)

O Very important (38.05%)

E Extremely important (43.36%)
O Blank (2.65%)

Several additional questions were then posed related to the “adding sand to the beach” activity
which serves as a proxy for beach nourishment, the strategy currently being pursued by State and
private interests to ensure that a dry sandy shoreline is maintained along the Waikikt shoreline.
Extra attention was devoted to this issue due to several pending beach nourishment projects and

its prominence in recent local news headlines.
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Figures 6a-b. Awareness and acceptability of Beach Nourishment (Q5 and Q6).

6a. Awareness 6b. Acceptability

Bl Not at all aware (6.19%) O 1 am not aware of beach nourishment (11.50%)
O A little aware (7.08%) Bl Not at all acceptable (3.54%)
O Somewhat aware (28.32%) O Slightly acceptable (23.01%)
O Very aware (38.05%) @ Very acceptable (30.09%)
® Extremely aware (17.70%) E Extremely acceptable (16.81%)
O Blank (2.65%) I | have no opinion (12.39%)
O Blank (2.65%)

Figures 6a. and 6b. (above) illustrate awareness and acceptability of beach nourishment among
Waikiki residents. Generally, residents report to have some level of awareness of beach
nourishment (93.81%). When asked to take a position on the acceptability of beach nourishment
as a management strategy to combat beach erosion, however, over 11% report no awareness.
Despite this discrepancy, a majority of residents (70%) report some level of acceptability as a
method to maintain dry sandy beaches in Waikiki. Only 4 residents (3.54%) responded that
beach nourishment is not at all acceptable. Few residents posed any questions or shared specific
concerns related to beach nourishment in Waikiki (see Appendix B, Q7), with the most notable
relating to possible ecological impacts and some desire to retain or expand the existing beach

arca.
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Next, residents were asked how frequently they participate in various outdoor activities in
Waikiki. Far and away the activity most widely (and frequently) engaged in is “going to the
beach”. All but nine of 113 respondents (8%) indicate they go to the beach at least a few times
per year, with more than half going to the beach at least once a month (51%). The next most
favored activities based upon a minimum of monthly participation are surfing (17%), picnicking
(13%), and snorkeling (12%). Table 2a. ranks recreational activities according to total self-
reported resident participation on an annual basis, followed by Table 2b. which ranks the same

activities by importance of continued future access in Waikiki.

Table 2. Ranking recreational priorities and desired future access (Q8 and Q9).

2a. | Ranking of recreational activities by 2b. | Relative importance* of continued
total participation access to activity
1 | Go to the beach (92.04%) 1 | Goto the beach (71.68%)
2 | Picnic (58.41%) 2 | Surf (46.90%)
3 | Snorkel (32.74%) 3 | Picnic (39.82%)
4 | Sail/boating (28.32%) 4 | Snorkel (32.74%)
5 | Surf (27.43%) 5 | Paddle (27.43%)
6 | Paddle (19.47%) 6 | Sail/boating (23.89%)
7 | Dive (18.58%) 7 | Dive (23.01%)
8 | Fishing (17.70%) 8 | Fishing (19.47%)
9 | Smoking on the beach (16.81%)

*comprised of responses of “very important” and “extremely important”

In addition to understanding how residents’ prioritize recreational activities, the questionnaire
sought to obtain insights into residents’ desired future for the Waikiki coastline on a 20 to 50
year time horizon. Table 3 reveals that the highest ranked priority based upon “very important”
and “extremely important” responses is reducing the amount of trash that makes its way to the
ocean (90%), followed closely by most of the other listed priorities (80-89%). Notably lower

rankings were assigned to the following priorities: promoting the sustainability of local fishing
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(55%); investing local funds in renewable energy projects for Waikiki (67%); and eradicating

problematic non-native plants and animals (71%).

Table 3. Priorities for Waikiki’s coastline over the next 20 to 50 years (Q10).

Very to
Extremely | Notatall
Important | important

Reducing the amount of trash that makes its way to the ocean

Ensuring that there is adequate public access to Waikiki’s beaches

Maintaining conditions for healthy shoreline ecosystems
Improving water quality

Protecting existing open space from being developed
Maintaining conditions for healthy coral reefs

Improving Waikiki parks and recreation facilities

Maintaining dry sandy beaches

Eradicating problematic non-native plants and animals
Investing local funds in renewable energy projects for Waikiki

Promoting the sustainability of local fishing

90.27% 0.00%
89.38% 0.00%
86.73% 2.65%
85.84% 0.88%
85.84% 0.00%
84.96% 2.65%
80.53% 1.77%
78.76% 0.00%
70.80% 3.54%
67.26% 4.42%
54.87% 7.96%

Residents were also asked to rank how they value the Waikiki coast in its current state; responses

appear below in Table 4.

Table 4. Ranking various values of the Waikiki coast in its current state (Q11).

Rank | Values

| value the scenery of Waikiki’s coastline

| value Waikik1’'s coastline for fun and relaxation

| value Waikiki for its surf breaks

00 N O U A W N

Waikiki’s coastline is of no particular value to me

Documenting Stakeholder Perceptions of an Urban Coastline

| value Waikikr’s coastline for its ecological significance

Just knowing Waikik’s beaches and reefs are there is of value to me

| value WaikikT as a part of my heritage and cultural practices

| value the Waikiki coastline because some part of my livelihood is dependent on it
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Finally, because beach nourishment and other management strategies have direct and indirect
impacts on the nearshore reef ecosystem, residents were asked how important it is that something
is done to improve the health of Waikiki’s reefs (Figure 7). Over 81% of residents indicate
improving the health of Waikiki’s reefs is “very important” or “extremely important”. Only one

resident (0.88%) indicated that it was “not important at all”.

Figure 7. Importance of improving the health of Waikikr’s reefs (Q12).

B Not at all important (0.88%)
O A little important (2.65%)

O Neutral (12.39%)

O Very important (49.56%)

E Extremely important (31.86%)

O Blank (2.65%)

It should be noted that Waikikt once had a thriving coral reef ecosystem that is now dominated
by sand fields and macroalgae. In fact, some of the earliest studies on Hawaiian reef corals were
conducted in Waikiki. In 1928, C. H. Edmundson reported 23 coral “species, varieties and
forms...well represented on the reef” (Edmundson, 1928). By 1991, only ten of those species
were observed with only three characterized as common (Ziermann, 1991). Equally dramatic is
the two-thirds decline is the area’s fish biomass (total weight) and abundance between 1979 and
2002 (Williams, 2006) that is also likely associated with lost reef habitat. Previous studies have
concluded that the dominant factor shaping the nearshore benthic and reef fish community, and
particularly coral community structure in Waikiki, is the introduction and movement of sand

within the littoral zone, much of which has accumulated from previous beach replenishment
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projects (Ziermann, 1991). This is significant because over 1,000 ocean recreation businesses in

the Islands generate $800+ million in annual gross revenues dependent upon healthy coral reefs

(Friedlander et al., 2005; Cesar & van Beukering, 2004).

Residents were also presented with a few management strategies and asked to what extent they

might support or oppose each option. There was very little opposition to any of the activities

listed which ranged from increasing enforcement of existing natural resource rules to mandatory

ocean etiquette training for ocean recreation operators (Figure 8). While somewhat slight, the

greatest divergence in responses relates to banning smoking on the beach in Waikiki: 43% of

residents strongly support such a ban while 4% strongly oppose a smoking ban.

Figure 8. Support for possible restoration/management strategies (Q13).

Programs to teach tourists how to be good

reef visitors

Voluntary training programs for ocean
recreation operators on how to be good reef

visitors

Increased enforcement of existing natural

resource rules and regulations

Mandatory training programs for ocean
recreation operators on how to be good reef

visitors

Banning smoking on the beach in Waikiki

Restricting fishing and harvesting of marine

life in Waikiki

6.19
4.42
13.27
¥6.11
7.08
15.04
|75.22
6.19
4.42
16.81
| 72.57
6.19
18.58
| 67.26
19
7.96
20.35
] 65.49
7.08
21.24
] 63.72
T T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Percent of Respondents (%)

O Support or Strongly Support O Neutral 00 Oppose or Strongly Oppose [ Blank
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Finally, the questionnaire closed with a series of questions to identify potential engagement tools
and strategies based upon resident preferences and profiles. As Table 5 illustrates, more than a
third of residents (36%) indicated they have no desire to be involved in future efforts to manage
or steward Waikiki’s beaches and reefs. Of the 64% of residents who indicated they would like
to be involved in some way, nearly two-thirds responded they would like access to a website
where they could get more information (63%; 36% of total responses), and more than a third
indicated an interest to volunteer to support outdoor stewardship activities in Waikikt (37%; 21%
of total responses).

Table S. How residents would like to be included in future coastal management or
stewardship efforts in Waikiki (Q14)

Future Participation Preferences %

| do not want to be included. 36.28
| would like to receive periodic updates by postal mail (no more than one per month). | 23.89
| would like to receive periodic updates by email (no more than one per month). 18.58
| would like access to a website where | can get more information. 36.28
| would like the opportunity to participate in community meetings. 14.16
| would like the opportunity to be involved in the planning process. 9.73
| would like to volunteer my time to participate in beach clean-ups, reef restoration,

or other outdoor stewardship activities in Waikiki. 21.24
(blank) 7.96

The final questions relate to age, gender, and years of residence in Waikiki to provide some
insight into the demographic profile of area residents which also informs interpretation of the
survey data (Figures 9a-9c). The responses are quite revealing: the majority of resident
respondents are male (58%), have lived in the area for more than 24 years (65%), and are over 65
years old (54%). Only six respondents (5%) are under the age of 40 and only three (3%) have

been resident in Waikiki for fewer than seven years.
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Figures 9a-c. Resident Profile (Q17, Q18 and Q19).

9c. Years of Age

9a. Years Lived in 9b. Gender

Waikiki

1 year (0.00%)

6 years (2.65%)

12 years (9.73%)
3-18 years (5.31%)
9-24 years (11.50%)
24 years (65.49%)
lank (5.31%)

O<
O1
a7
O1
E1
O >
OB

O Male (58.41%)
O Female (34.51%)
O Blank (7.08%)

OEEEEOO0OEEO0OO0OOOO0O

5-19 years (0.00%)
0-24 years (0.88%)
5-29 years (1.77%)
0-34 years (0.88%)
5-39 years 1.77%}
0-44 years (2.65%
5-49 years (0.88%)
0-54 years (10.62%)
5-59 years (8.85%)
0-64 years (12.39%)
5-69 years (16.81%)
0-74 years (10.62%)
5-79 years (9.73%)
0-84 years (10.62%)
5-89 years (4.42%)
0-95 years (1.77%)

1
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
6
6
7
7
8
8
9
95+ years (0.00%)

It should be noted that two questions (Q15 and Q16) have been omitted from this analysis

since they were included primarily for the purpose of capturing information about other

stakeholder groups (businesses and non-resident recreational users) when they are surveyed in

Phase II.
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Discussion

Resident responses reveal both a perception that the condition of Waikiki’s coastal and nearshore
resources has deteriorated over time, as well as a strong desire to maintain recreational
opportunities and improve reef health. Where the results can best inform future management and
restoration efforts lies in identifying: 1) resident priorities and anticipated “deal-breakers” with
regard to possible management strategies; and 2) resident concerns, questions, and knowledge
gaps associated with possible restoration efforts and the most effective means of keeping them
involved and informed. As will be discussed below, the demographic characteristics of the
respondents to the resident survey also hint that there will likely be a significant divergence in
profiles and priorities with other stakeholder groups (business and non-resident recreational

users).

Emerging priorities and anticipated “deal-breakers”.

i. The importance of a dry sandy shoreline emerged as a clear priority among residents. Going
to the beach is far and away the most common outdoor activity among Waikiki residents, with
10% indicating they go to the beach daily and fewer than 8% indicating they never go to the
beach. Furthermore, 81% of respondents note that it is very important or extremely important
that they continue to have access to a beach in Waikiki. (Q4, 8, 9)

ii. Another topic that emerged as a community priority (in answers to four different questions),
relates to the presence of the homeless along the Waikiki shoreline. While this may seem to be
beyond the scope of natural resource management, state and county budget woes may lead to
budgetary decisions in which human service needs are pitted against environmental

management needs. The budget crisis is only expected to worsen as the Visitor Industry (and
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state coffers) suffers the anticipated decline in visitors from Japan (and associated transient
accommodation taxes) due to the recent disasters in that country. (Q3, 10, 13, 20)

Resident concerns, questions, apparent knowledge gaps.

i. While residents feel it’s important for Waikiki to have an enduring sandy shoreline, there is
no clear consensus as to the acceptability of beach nourishment as a strategy to achieve this
outcome. The most frequently posed questions relate to: the effectiveness of beach
nourishment in maintaining the beach; deleterious ecological impacts; and the costs associated
with such work. (Q4-7)

ii. Residents also revealed a fair amount of uncertainly with regard to the level of environmental
impact associated with certain human activities along the shoreline. Six of the eleven
activities presented were marked don 't know / not sure or left blank by at least one-fifth of
respondents. (Q3)

iii. Resident responses also provide insight into the most effective tools to fill the
aforementioned knowledge gaps. Of those who are interested in being included in future
planning, nearly two-thirds indicated a desire for access to a project website and more than a
third indicated a willingness to participate in hands-on stewardship activities. Both can serve
as platforms for disseminating information necessary for residents to make informed decisions

and for policy-makers to continue soliciting stakeholder input and feedback.

Expected divergence in profiles and priorities with other stakeholder groups.

i. It is important to note the demographic profile of resident respondents: nearly two-thirds have
lived in the area for more than 24 years, and over half are of retirement age. It is very likely

that the other two stakeholder groups to be targeted in Phase II of this study, area employers
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and regular recreational users residing outside of Waikiki, will represent different age groups,
interests, and years of association with the area.

ii. The demographic differences noted above are expected to yield different perspectives and
priorities. Whereas 73% of Waikiki residents indicate they never surf in Waikiki, regular
recreational users may prioritize surfing as a critical use. Generally, rankings by recreational
users for continued access of activities presented is expected to diverge significantly from
residents. Likewise, while residents were generally supportive of possible management
strategies presented in the survey, area employers may have very different positions since

some of them would have direct implications on their operations. (Q8-9; Q13)

Conclusions

This stakeholder survey provides a snapshot of Waikiki residents’ knowledge, attitudes and
perceptions with respect to the past, present, and desired condition of Waikiki’s coastal and
nearshore resources. While a number of important knowledge gaps were identified that will
likely influence residents’ positions on future management strategies, tools to address these gaps
were also identified. To develop a more holistic understanding of community concerns and
perspectives, however, it is critical to conduct further surveys targeting the two additional

primary stakeholder groups: area businesses and recreational users residing outside Waikiki.

If project partners are able to successfully address community concerns and balance divergent
priorities by utilizing the insights captured through this stakeholder analysis, they will be well-
positioned to create meaningful opportunities for community input and involvement and achieve

the end goal of an outcome-oriented, community-backed conservation action plan for Waikiki.
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Appendix A: Stakeholder Survey Instrument

Community Survey
Waikiki’s Beaches and Reets

The information vou provide us will remain strictly confidential and
vour name will never he associated with vour answers.

1. During the fime you have been familiar with the Waikiki shoreline, how would vou
say the condition of WaikikT s beaches and reefs has changed?

1 Decreased significantly

2 Decreased somewhat

3 Remained about the same

4 Improved somewhat

5 Improved significantly

dk Don’t know / Not sure

2. During the time you have been familiar with the Waikiki coastline. how would vou
say that opporfunities to experience the outdoors and the ocean in Waikiki have
changed?

1 Decreased significantly

2 Decreased somewhat

3 Remained about the same

4 Improved somewhat

5 Improved significantly

dk Don’t know / Not sure

Waikiki Stakeholder Survey
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3. What impact do you think the following activities have on the health of WaikikT s
reefs?
No A A An Don't
impact | slight | serious | extreme | lmow/
atall | impaect | impact | impact | Not sure
a. Walking on the reef 1 2 3 4 3
b. Fishing or collecting other marine life 1 2 3 4 3
c. Snorkeling and diving 1 2 3 4 3
d. Using sunscreen before entering the 1 3 4 5
ocean B
e. Boating / anchoring 1 2 3 4 3
f Fish feeding 1 2 3 4 3
= Littering 1 2 3 4 5
b Smoking 1 2 3 4 5
i Introduction of non-native species 1 2 3 4 3
j- Adding sand to the beach 1 2 3 4 3
k. Storm water runoff; water quality 1 2 3 4 3
L Other (describe): 1 2 3 4 3
The Waikiki coastline has been dramartically altered by human development over
the past 100 vears, including the construction of shoreline stoructures. Past shore-
line development and chronic coastal erosion have an impact on the sandy shore-
line,
4. How mmportant is it to you that Waikiki has an accessible sandy shoreline?
1 Not at all important
2 A little important
3 Neutral
4 Very important
5 Extremely important
2 Waikikt Stakeholder Survey
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of the use of this technique to add sand back to the beach?

Not at all aware
A little aware
Somewhat aware
Very aware
Extremely aware

L e

to maintain dry sandy beaches in Waikiki?

I am not aware of beach nourishment
Not at all acceptable

Slightly acceptable

Very acceptable

Extremely acceptable

I have no opinion

L= R

here:

5. One wav that coasfal erosion has been managed in Waikiki is through beach nourish-
ment projects, where sand 15 pumped back onto the beach from offshore. Are you aware

6. If you are familiar with beach nounishment. do vou feel this is an appropriate method

7. If you have any questions or concerns about beach nourishment, please share them

think? (See Questions §-11, beginning on next page —)

Maintaining the health of Waikik?'s natural resources may be important for Ha-
waii’s Visitor Industry as well as opportunities for beach and ocean-based activi-
ties that contribute to the overall quality of life for Oahu’s residents. What do vou

Waikiki Stakeholder Survey
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8. Please indicate how often vou participate in the following outdoor activities in

Waikiki:
Never ﬁsm S ui:ﬁ - hmi:f Daily
momnth per a week ofce a :
PELyER moath week
a. Surf 1 2 3 4 5 6 T
b. Go the beach 1 2 3 4 3 [+ 7
c. Pienic 1 2 3 4 3 6 x
d. Snoriel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
e. Dive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
f Paddle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
g. Sail'boating 1 2 3 4 5 [+ 7
h. Fishing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i Other: 1 2 3 4 3 6 T
Dezcribe “Other” activities here:

9  How important is continued access to the following activities in Waikiki to vou?

:Nnt at all ) A little Neutra i Very Exl:emeI}'
mmportant | smportant important | smportant

a. Swf 1 2 3 4 5

b. Go the beach 1 2 3 4 5

¢. Picnic 1 2 3 4 5

d. Snoricel 1 2 3 4 3

g Dive 1 2 3 4 5

f Paddle 1 2 3 4 5

£ Sail'boating 1 2 3 4 5

h. Fishing 1 2 3 4 5

i Smoling on the beach 1 2 3 4 5

j. Other 1 2 3 4 5

Dezscribe “Other” activities here:

4 Waikikt Stakeholder Survey
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10. Please tell us how important each item is to yvou when considering how Waikiki's
coastline should look m the next 20 to 50 years. Please think critically about each of
these items, as yvour answers will help vs identify community priorities. (1= nof at all
important; 5 = extremely important)

a. Maintaining conditions for healthy coral reefs . 1 2 3 4 5
b. Maintaining conditions for healthy shoreline ecosystems ... 1 2 3 4 5
c. Maintaining dry sandy beaches .. 1 2 3 4 5
d. Ensuring that there iz adequate public access to Waikdki's beaches ... 1 2 3 4 5
e. Protecting existing open space from being developed........o oo 1 2 3 4 5
f. Reducing the amount of trash that makes its way to the ocean.. ... 1 2 3 4 5
£ Improving water quality oo 1 2 3 4 5
h. Promoting the sustainability of local fishang 1 » 3 4 5
i. Investing loecal fiunds in renewable energy projects for Wadkaky ... 1 2 3 4 5
j. Improving Waikikd parks and recreation facilities ... 1 2 3 4 5
k. Eradicating problematic non-native plants and animals ... 1 2 3 4 5
1. Oother 1 2 3 4 5

11. Please rank from one to eight, in order of importance fo you, each of the following
values of the Waikiki coast (in its current state). For example, if “d” is most important to
you, please place a number “17 on the line to the left of “d.”

. I walue WaikdkT as a part of my heritage and cultural practices
. I'walue the scenery of Waikiki's coastline
. Iwalue the Waikiki coastline becanse some part of my livelihood is dependent on it
. Just knowing Waikili's beaches and reefs are there i3 of value to me
. I'walue WaikikT s coastline for fiun and relaxation
I valwe Waikald for its swif brealks
. I'walue WaildkT s coastline for its ecological significance
. WaikikT s coastline is of no particular value to me

(e I =nl="]

Fim Hemoo

It may be possible to improve the health of Waikiki's coastal and marine resources
through coordinated management strategies and community stewardship projects.

12. How important is it to yvou that something is done to improve the health of
Waikik? s reefs?

Mot at all important
A little important
Newtral

Very important
Extremely important

A e L b e

Waikiki Stakeholder Survey h]
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13. Please indicate the extent to which yvou might oppose or support each of the follow-

ing activities in Waildki
Skogly Oppose | Neutral | Support Shimiply
oppose support
a. Increased enforcement of existing
natural resource mles and regula- 1 2 3 4 5
tions
b. Volntary tramning programs for
ocean recreation operators on how 1 2 3 4 5
to be zood reef visitors
¢. Mandatory training programs for
ocean recreation operators on how 1 2 3 4 5
to be good reef visitors
d. Programs to teach tourists how to 1 = 3 n 5
be zood reef visitors =
e. Banning smolang on the beach in 1 * 3 o 5
Waikdkd 2
f. Restricting fishing and harvesting of 1 & 3 1 5
marine life in Waikilkd =
g. Other 1 2 3 4 5
Describe “Other” activities here:

a. I do not want to be inchaded.

h Other

14. How would vou like to be included in any efforts to manage or steward WaikikT's
beaches and reefs? Please note that we are asking for vour preferences at this time and
will not be sending any mailings, emails. or other correspondence based upon your
answers below. Please check all that apply.

b. I would like to recerve periodic updates by postal mail (no more than one per month).

c. Iwould like to receive penodic vpdates by email (ro more than one per month).

d. I would like access to a website where I can get more information.

e. T would like the opportunity to participate in community meetings.

f I would like the opportunity to be involved in the planning process.

g I'would like to velunteer my time to participate in beach clean-ups, reef restoration. or
other outdoor stewardship activities in Waills

Waikiki Stakeholder Survey
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Finally, we would like to ask a few questions about you and where vou live in rela-
tion to Waikiki. This will help us better interpret our results.

15. Approximately how far do vou live from Waikiki?

1 TIlhive in Waikiki

2 Ihve mn a neighboring community {e.g., Ala Moana, McCully, Kapahulu,
Diamond Head)

3 1live more than a mile from Waikiki

16. If you live outside of Waikild how do you mosf often travel there?

Not applicable; I live in Waikiki
I walk to Waikiki

I ride a bike to Waikiki

I catch the bus to Waikiki

I drive a car to Waikiki

Other

L= R R R

17. In total, approximately how many vears have yvou lived in or visited Waikiki?

1 Less than one year 4 1310 18 vears
2 One to six vears 3 19 to 24 vears
3 Sevento 12 vears 6 More than 24 years

18. Are you (please circle):

1 Male
2 Female

19. Please circle your age range:

1 15-19 7 4540 13 75-79
2 2024 8 50-54 14 80-84
3 25219 o 5550 15 B85-80
4 3034 10 60-64 16 00-04
5 3539 11 65-69 17 95+
6 4044 12 70-74

o

Waikiki Stakeholder Survey 7
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Thank you for vour assistance with this research. If there is anything else that vou
would like to share about your ideas or interests in Waikiki's future. please feel
free to tell us in this space.

Please return your completed survey in the postage-paid, return envelope provided.

Please direct all inguiries about this survey ro:
Jennifer Barrett, Waikiki Coastal Coordinator

c/o UH. Sea Grant College Program

2525 Correa Road, HIG 233, Honolulu, HI 96822
Phone: (808)271-1721

Email: waikikireef@omail com

8 Waikiki Stakeholder Survey
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Q1. During the time you have been familiar with the Waikiki shoreline, how would you say the condition of Waikiki's beaches

and reefs has changed?

Count Cum Count
Decreased significantly..........ccccceevieeiieeniiennnnnne. 24 24
Decreased somewhat........cccccevvveeiiiiiiiiinneennnnnn.. 40 64
Remained about the same .............ccccoeeeeeineeenn. 17 81
Improved somewhat..........ccccceevvreriiiieniieeieene 11 92
Improved significantly ..........cccocceevieeiienieeinenne. 1 93
Don’t Know / not SUTe .....ccevvveveeeeeiiiiiiiieeeeeeeenn 14 107
(DIANK) .o 6 113

Percent

21.24
35.40
15.04
9.73
0.88
12.39
5.31

Cm Pct

21.24
56.64
71.68
81.42
82.30
94.69
100.00

Q2. During the time you have been familiar with the Waikiki coastline, how would you say that opportunities to experience

the outdoors and ocean in Waikiki have changed?

Count Cum Count
Decreased significantly...........ccceeeveeriieenneennne. 15 15
Decreased somewhat............ccccoeeeeeeniieieeinnenenn. 30 45
Remained about the same .............cccoeevvvveveennn.. 30 75
Improved somewhat...........ccccoeeviieniiniiiinienn, 21 96
Improved significantly............ccceeevieriieenieennnee. 2 98
Don’t Know / NOt SULE .........coovuvveeeeeiireeeeeerieeeen, 7 105
(DIANK) .o 8 113

Documenting Stakeholder Perceptions of an Urban Coastline

Percent

13.27
26.55
26.55
18.58
1.77
6.19
7.08

Cm Pct

13.27
39.82
66.37
84.96
86.73
92.92
100.00
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Q3. What impact do you think the following activities have on the health of Waikiki’s reefs?
No impact A slight A serious An extreme Don’t know
at all impact impact impact / not sure (blank)
n % n % n % n % n % n %
Walking on the reef...........ccoooeiiiiiinini 2 .77 25 2212 35 3097 31 2743 15 1327 5 4.42
Fishing or collecting other marine life................ 3 2.65 28 2478 38 3363 22 1947 15 1327 7 6.19
Snorkeling or diving ........ccceeceiiiiiiiiniiiieeen. 17 15.04 59 5221 11 9.73 1 088 16 14.16 9 7.96
Using sunscreen before entering the ocean........ 10 885 46 4071 23 2035 10 885 18 1593 6 5.31
Boating / anchoring............ccceviiiiiniiinnienene. 10 885 25 22112 35 3097 26 2301 11 9.73 6 5.31
Fish feeding........ccoceveeiiniiniiiiiiencciecee 13 1150 36 31.86 21 1858 17 1504 20 17.70 6 5.31
LAttering...cocvveeeieiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 6 5.31 10 885 22 1947 66 5841 5 4.42 4 3.54
SMOKING ..ot 14 1239 18 1593 31 2743 32 2832 13 11.50 5 4.42
Introduction of non-native species...................... 3 2.65 9 796 17 1504 59 5221 17 1504 8 7.08
Adding sand to the beach..........ccccooceeviniiniinnin. 27 2389 30 2655 15 1327 10 885 25 2212 6 5.31
Storm water runoff; water quality...........c........... 2 1.77 14 1239 36 31.86 45 3982 10 8.85 6 5.31
Other (describe): ......eevvevierieriiniiniirieieeieene 2 1.77 0 0.00 1 088 11 973 18 1593 81 71.68
Q4. How important is it to you that Waikiki has an accessible sandy shoreline?
Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
Not at all important............ccceeceeeeieniieeiienieenens 2 2 1.77 1.77
A little important..........cceeeveeevieeecieeeieeeieeeene 6 8 5.31 7.08
NEUtral....cc.oovviiiiniiienieeeeee e 10 18 8.85 15.93
Very Important..........eeecveeeecveeeeieeesieeesveeeiee s 43 61 38.05 53.98
Extremely important ............cccoeceevienienniennnnne. 49 110 43.36 97.35
(DIARK) .o 3 113 2.65 100.00

Documenting Stakeholder Perceptions of an Urban Coastline
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Q5. One way that coastal erosion has been managed in Waikiki is through beach nourishment projects, where sand is pumped
back onto the beach from offshore. Are you aware of the use of this technique to add sand back to the beach?

Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
Notat all aware ........cccoeeeeevveeeeeviiieeeeieeeeeeenee. 7 7 6.19 6.19
A Btle AWare.....evvvvveeiiiiiiieeeee e 8 15 7.08 13.27
Somewhat aware .............ccccveeeeevveeeeeiieeeeenen. 32 47 28.32 41.59
VEIY QWare€ ......cceevevieeiiiiiiieeeiieee e 43 90 38.05 79.65
Extremely aware ..........ccoecvevieeriienieeniienieeeee 20 110 17.70 97.35
(DLANK) .o 3 113 2.65 100.00

Q6. If you are familiar with beach nourishment, do you feel this is an appropriate method to maintain dry sandy beaches in

Waikiki?

Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
I am not aware of beach nourishment................ 13 13 11.50 11.50
Not at all acceptable..........ccccveeeiierciieiiieeeiie, 4 17 3.54 15.04
Slightly acceptable.........cccoecveeviieniiiiieniieieeee, 26 43 23.01 38.05
Very acceptable........oooovvveeeiiieciiecciieeiie e 34 77 30.09 68.14
Extremely acceptable.........cccoeviieiienieeniienennn, 19 96 16.81 84.96
I have no opinion .........ccceeeveeecveeeciieeeiee e 14 110 12.39 97.35
(DLANK) e 3 113 2.65 100.00
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Q7. If you have any questions or concerns about beach nourishment, please share them here:

The area of beach land has been reduced greatly by beach front development.

I£ 99% of beach activity for tourism is to walk in the water for 50-100 yards out without cutting your toe on rock/reef, then use
sand to cover the bottom. (Hanauma has the opposite purpose; to snorkel and see the fish.) Check Ala Moana beach along the
road where rocks are cleared on the beach so people can reach the water. So sand on shore and in near waters is for safety.
Expanded beach areas provide more space for sunbathing & family activities. So more sand would be good... but this also covers
the reef.

Are the groins proposed by the Sheraton going to help beach erosion?

I'm unaware of the pros and cons except that I can't imagine it being helpful to marine life.

There is some concern remaining as to what effect beach re-sanding has on life-forms/organisms other than our own species.
Do not allow what was done along Ft. DeRussy beach years ago - bringing in sand on trucks from elsewhere.

Does this alter the ecosystem?

Not at all acceptable if there is adverse environmental impact on other areas (i.e. on the source areas of sand, etc.)

Sounds like a very good project .

How long will it last? How often will it be needed? Who finances it?

Are there cheaper / "greener" alternative? While beache erosion + replacement are inevitable, there has to be a "greener" way to
bring sand back. What are the ecological concerns of beach nourishment, or what proven negative impact is there?

Should not have built structures on the beach in the first place! (Unlike Rio, where structures are not on beach side.) Without
beaches, tourism would dramatically decrease, having impact on the economy.

[Concerns] over beach activities for visitors.

It is unnatural. We humans have a terrible effect on our environment motivated by greed and self importance and a lack of birth
control.

None so far.

We do need more sand and space to enjoy the beach.

I'm not very familiar with beach nourishment projects but adding sand appears to help.

Every new Mayor spends plenty tax payers money to up-grade Waikiki and then they let it go to hell. Including the Ala Wai
Canal. Compare with other resorts around the world and this is a big embarrassment. Look at your streets in Waikiki, #47 worst
pothole streets in the nation. None of our politicians gives a damn about us in Waikiki.

I really am not sure whether this helps or hurts, and under what conditions.

Because the sand migrates from Kapahulu Groin toward the Waikiki Sheraton Hotel and not from the Sheraton to Kapiolani Park
it is only rational to put pumped sand on Kuhio beach. In a few months or storms it is down to the Royal Hawaiian Hotel
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beach... migration. Sometimes the cement stairs on the wall behind the Royal Hawaiian Hotel next to the jetty between Royal &
Sheraton is hanging in air - then sand returns.

Q8. Please indicate how often you participate in the following outdoor activities in Waikiki:

Never <10/ year Once / month 2-3 / month 1 / week > 1/ week Daily (blank)

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Surf ..o, 82 7257 7 6.19 5 4.42 2 1.77 4 3.54 7 6.19 1 0.88 5 4.42
Go to the beach ..... 9 7.96 39 34.51 14 12.39 8 7.08 7 6.19 18 15.93 11 9.73 7 6.19
Picnic ......ccveeneen. 47 4159 42 37.17 9 7.96 4 3.54 0 0.00 2 1.77 0 0.00 9 7.96
Snorkel................. 76 67.26 17 15.04 6 5.31 5 4.42 0 0.00 1 0.88 1 0.88 7 6.19
Dive oeeveieeieee 92  81.42 9 7.96 2 1.77 3 2.65 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 6.19
Paddle................... 91 80.53 8 7.08 2 1.77 0 0.00 2 1.77 2 1.77 1 0.88 7 6.19
Sail/boating........... 81 71.68 17 15.04 3 2.65 3 2.65 0 0.00 1 0.88 0 0.00 8 7.08
Fishing ................. 93 82.30 9 7.96 1 0.88 2 1.77 1 0.88 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 6.19
Other (describe): .. 16 1416 5 442 2 177 4 354 3 265 9 79 4 35 70 61.95
-- Description and rankings of “Other activities” --
Swimming2 .......... 1 0.88 1 0.88 1 0.88 3 2.65 2 1.77
Walking3 ..................................... 1 0.88 1 0.88 1 0.88 5 4.42 2 1.77
JOZEINE™ oo 1 088 1 088
BICYCINE ... 1 0.88
ZI0O oottt 1 0.88
KCAYAKING ...ttt ettt ettt s et b s s et s et st s oA e s st s oA e s et h R A et A s a e s bR at et ek e R st s he s et s et e st s s ne e s esens 1 0.88
SUN BAthING.....c.ooviiiiiiciiccce e 1 0.88

(Blank) .............. 13 1150 2 177

2 Swimming; distance swimming; use to swim daily (now age 90)

3 Walking; walking to Ala Moana Beach Park; walk along the beach
* Jogging; running/jogging along 2-mile stretch of Waikiki shoreline
> Bicycling on bike paths in Kapiolani Park
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Q9. How important is continued access to the following activities in Waikiki to you?

Not at all A little Very Extremely

important important Neutral important important (blank)

n % n % n % n % n % n %
SUIT e 33 2920 6 5.31 16 1416 36 3186 17 1504 5 4.42
Gotothebeach ........cccoveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiicceee e 7 6.19 11 9.73 9 796 39 3451 42 3717 5 442
PICIIC. .. 22 1947 13 1150 27 2389 31 2743 14 1239 6 5.31
SNOTKEL ... 38 33.63 8 7.08 24 2124 29 2566 8 7.08 6 5.31
DIAVE ... 44 3894 8 7.08 28 2478 20 1770 6 5.31 7 6.19
Paddle.......coooveieiieeeeeee e 43 3805 7 6.19 23 2035 21 1858 10 8.85 9 7.96
Sail/boating .........cccveeveeeiieiiieiiecie e 46 4071 10 885 24 2124 19 16.81 8 7.08 6 5.31
Fishing......cccoveiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 52 46.02 12 1062 17 1504 16 14.16 6 5.31 10 8.85
Smoking on the beach............ccccovvieeiieniienenen. 71  62.83 3 2.65 14 1239 9 7.96 10  8.85 6 5.31
Other (describe): ......cocvveeciiieeiieeeeeecee e 11 9.73 1 0.88 9 7.96 8 7.08 5 442 79 69091

-- Description and rankings of “Other activities” --

SWIMIMNINE ...ttt ettt ettt e s bttt st e sb e et eatesbe e bt satesbeenbeeneenbeenee 2 1.77 2 1.77
JOZGING ..ottt ettt et e nbeeneeenteen 2 1.77 1 0.88
WalKiNg....ccoeiieieiieieeeeee e 1 0.88 1 0.88 1 0.88 2 1.77

SUN DARING ..ot ettt e et e st e et e st e e bt e s sbeebeeenbeenbeennaeenseas 1 0.88

REIAX ettt et e b et e b e st e b ettt et e b e e 1 0.88

Pet walking........cocvevvieiiieiieiiieieceeee e 1 0.88

(DIANK) e 8 7.08 6 5.31 2 1.77 1 0.88
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Q10. Please tell us how important each item is to you when considering how Waikiki’s coastline should look in the next 20 to
50 years. Please think critically about each of these items, as your answers will help us identify community priorities. (1=
not at all important; 5 = extremely important)

No at all important Extremely important
1 2 3 4 5 (blank)
n % n % n % n % n % n %

Maintaining conditions for

for healthy coral reefs .........ccceevvieniieiieninnnen. 3 2.65 1 0.88 9 796 21 1858 75 6637 4 3.54
Maintaining conditions for

healthy shoreline ecosystems............cccceeueenee. 3 2.65 0 0.00 8 7.08 22 1947 76 6726 4 3.54
Maintaining dry sandy beaches..........c..ccccueee... 0 0.00 1 088 16 14.16 27 2389 62 5487 7 6.19
Ensuring that there is adequate

public access to Waikiki’s beaches.................. 0 0.00 0 0.00 9 796 23 2035 78 69.03 3 2.65
Protecting existing open space

from being developed ........cccceevvveriieiieninnen. 0 0.00 3 265 10 885 18 1593 79 6991 3 2.65
Reducing the amount of trash that

makes its way to the ocean..........cocceeeueerneennnen. 0 0.00 1 0.88 6 5.31 12 10.62 90 79.65 4 3.54
Improving water quality.........ccccceeveveeiienieeneenne. 1 0.88 0 0.00 9 796 23 2035 74 6549 6 5.31
Promoting the sustainability

of local fishing .......ccceoverviniiiiiiiiieee, 9 7.96 7 6.19 28 2478 24 2124 38 33.63 7 6.19
Investing local funds in renewable

energy projects for Waikik ...........cccceeeeeennnen. 5 4.42 4 354 23 2035 27 2389 49 4336 5 4.42
Improving Waikiki parks

and recreation facilities..........ccoeeeveeeeieeeieens 2 1.77 1 0.88 16 14.16 36 31.86 55 48.67 3 2.65
Eradicating problematic non-native

plants and animals...........ccccceeviiiieniienenene 4 3.54 2 .77 22 1947 24 2124 56 4956 5 4.42
Other (describe): .....ccveevvevieeierieieeieeiee e 1 0.88 0 0.00 4 3.54 4 3.54 8 7.07 96 84.96
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Q11. Please rank from one to eight, in order of importance to you, each of the following values of the Waikiki coast (in its
current state). For example, if “d” is most important to you, please place a number “1” on the line to the left of “d.”

Most important Least important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

I value Waikiki as a part of

my heritage and cultural

PLACICES ..evverveneeeivenienerieeeeeeieneae 7 8.24 4 4.71 4 4.71 5 5.88 6 7.06 18  21.18 26 30.59 8 9.41
I value the scenery of

Waikiki’ coastline....................... 26 3059 22 25.88 17 20.00 14 16.47 3 3.53 2 2.35 0 0.00 0 0.00

I value the Waikiki coastline

because my livelihood

is dependent on it............coeeveennenn. 7 8.24 5 5.88 6 7.06 5 5.88 8 9.41 13 1529 24 2824 11 12.94
Just knowing Waikik1’s

beaches and reefs are

there is of value to me................. 15 17.65 23 27.06 11 12.94 12 14.12 12 14.12 7 8.24 3 3.53 0 0.00
I value Waikiki’s coastline

for fun and relaxation ................. 18  21.18 14 16.47 27 31.76 10 11.76 8 941 7 8.24 0 0.00 0 0.00
I value Waikiki for its

surfbreaks .......ccccccovvveveeiveeeenne.. 4 471 2 2.35 9 10.59 14 1647 23 27.06 15 17.65 10 11.76 4 471
I value Waikik1’s coastline for

its ecological significance............ 7 8.24 14 1647 10 11.76 21 2471 14 1647 9 10.59 6 7.06 0 0.00
Waikik1’s coastline is of no

particular value to me .................. 1 1.18 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 1.18 7 8.24 7 8.24 8 9.41 50 58.82

At least 28 respondents left this question blank or mis-understood the instructions. Other respondents assigned fewer than eight
rankings, leaving some blank or marked as “N/A”.
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Q12. How important is it to you that something is done to improve the health of Waikiki’s reefs?
Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
Not at all important............cccceeeeveeeeiieeriieeeieeens 1 1 0.88 0.88
A little important...........cceeveeeeiienieecienieeeeeiene 3 4 2.65 3.54
NEULTAL ... 14 18 12.39 15.93
Very important..........eeeeveereeerieeneeenieenveeneenenen 56 74 49.56 65.49
Extremely important .............cccceeeviieeieeceieenee 36 110 31.86 97.35
(DLANK) oo 3 113 2.65 100.00
Q13. Please indicate the extent to which you might oppose or support each of the following activities in Waikiki.
Strongly Strongly
oppose Oppose Neutral Support support (blank)
n % n % n % n % n % n %

Increased enforcement of existing

Natural resource rules and

1EZUIATIONS ..o 3 2.65 2 1.77 19 16.81 48 4248 34 30.09 7 6.19
Voluntary training programs for ocean

recreation operators on how to be good

1€ET VISTLOTS ..ot 1 0.88 2 1.77 17 15.04 45 3982 40 3540 8 7.08
Mandatory training programs for ocean

recreation operators on how to be good

1€ET VISTLOTS ..ottt 4 3.54 5 442 21 1858 30 2655 46 40.71 7 6.19
Programs to teach tourists how to be

200d reef VISItOTS....c.eeereieeiieie e 2 1.77 3 265 15 1327 55 48.65 31 2743 7 6.19
Banning smoking on the beach in

WaIKIKT....covieieiieieceeee e 5 4.42 4 354 23 2035 25 2212 49 4336 7 6.19
Restricting fishing and harvesting

of marine life in Waikiki............ccoooverirrienenne. 3 2.65 6 531 24 2124 34 30.09 38 3363 8 7.08
Other (describe): ....cccuevveevueeienieiieieceieeeeeene 2 1.77 0 0.00 3 2.65 1 0.88 5 442 102 90.27
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Q14. How would you like to be included in any efforts to manage or steward Waikiki’s beaches and reefs? Please note that we
are asking for your preferences at this time and will not be sending any mailings, emails, or other correspondence based upon
your answers below. Please check all that apply.*

Count Percent

I do not want to be INCIUAEd.........cc.ooiiiiiiiiii e e 41 36.28
I would like to receive periodic updates by postal mail (no more than one per month)............ 27 23.89
I would like to receive periodic updates by email (no more than one per month). ................... 21 18.58
I would like access to a website where I can get more information. ..........c.cceeeeevieerienieenieens 41 36.28
I would like the opportunity to participate in community Meetings. ........c.eeeveeerveerrveerrnveennnes 16 14.16
I would like the opportunity to be involved in the planning process..........cccceeervvervenereenneenne. 11 9.73
I would like to volunteer my time to participate in beach clean-ups, reef restoration,

or other outdoor stewardship activities in WaikiKT. ..........cccoecieviiiiiiininniieieicceeee e, 24 21.24
(@11 53 W (6 (o) w01 AT 1 0.88
(DIATK) ..ottt ettt ettt et e e e et e e et e e tbe e e ab e e e aba e e ab e e e ateeeateeeraeenareeas 9 7.96

* Note: respondents were instructed to check all options that interest them.

Q15. Approximately how far do you live from Waikiki?

Count Percent
T1ive in WaikaKT .....ccooviiiiiiiiiciieeceece e 64 56.64
I live in a neighboring community (e.g. Ala Moana,
McCully, Kapahulu, Diamond Head) ..........cccccovevieriennencne. 42 37.17
I live more than a mile from Waikiki............cccoeeveiieniieeninnenne. 1 0.88
(DIANK) .ottt 6 5.31
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Q16. If you live outside of Waikiki, how do you most often travel there?

Not applicable; I live in Waikiki...........cceevvveevieennenne
I walk to WaikiKT .......cooveviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeceee

*Some respondents checked more than one response.

Q17. In total, approximately how many years have you lived in or visited Waikiki?

Count Cum Count
Less than one year........cccceccveeevieeecieeceieeeieeeene 0 0
ONE t0 SIX YEATS...eeevieeieerieiieeieeiieeteeieesreeneees 3 3
Seven to 12 years ....cceeeeeveiieeeeriiee e 11 14
1310 18 YearS . .c..veveiieeeiieeeieeeeeeeee e 6 20
1910 24 YEATS oo 13 33
More than 24 years...........cceeeeeieenieenieenieennenn, 74 107
(DIANK) .ot 6 113

Documenting Stakeholder Perceptions of an Urban Coastline

Percent

35.34
17.24
1.72
2.59
13.79
0.00
29.31

Percent

0.00
2.65
9.73
5.31
11.50
65.49
5.31

Cm Pct

0.00
2.65
12.39
17.70
29.20
94.69
100.00
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Q18. Are you (please circle):

Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
Y, £ (PR 66 66 58.41 58.41
Female........ooovviiiiiiieiceee e 39 105 34.51 92.92
(DIANK) .ot 8 113 7.08 100.00
Q19. Please circle your age range:

Count Cum Count Percent Cm Pct
IS5 = 19 o 0 0 0.00 0.00
200224 oo 1 1 0.88 0.88
25 220 e 2 3 1.77 2.65
30 -3 e, 1 4 0.88 3.54
35 3 s 2 6 1.77 5.31
QO =44 oo 3 9 2.65 7.96
A5 w49 oo 1 10 0.88 8.85
50 =54 e 12 22 10.62 19.47
55 8 e 10 32 8.85 28.32
60 =04 .. 14 46 12.39 40.71
65 =09 oo 19 65 16.81 57.52
TO = Th oot 12 77 10.62 68.14
TS =T e 11 88 9.73 77.88
8O -84 e 12 100 10.62 88.50
8 = B e 5 105 4.42 92.92
00 =94 .o, 2 107 1.77 94.69
Ot s 0 107 0.00 94.69
(DIANK) .o 6 113 5.31 100.00
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Q20. Thank you for your assistance with this research. If there is anything else that you would like to share about your ideas
or interests in Waikiki’s future, please feel free to tell us in this space.

¢ Sand and surfing and fishing are the main attractions of Waikiki beach. These must be maintained. I personally don't do much with
the beach activities but I know I can and that's the draw to Waikiki for me. I have to be near the ocean.

e Teach people common sense.

e Check out the large banyan near the Beach Concession. The original banyan is gone but the branches remain because roots dropped
to the ground. Kinda weird.

e Movies on the beach is a fine program - but we may need more parking for it and related activities - e.g. volleyball etc. Go to it
Jennifer - you've got a great project!

¢ As indicated previously, it is unimaginable for someone born and raised on this island to not be able to walk Waikiki Beach,
leisurely, along the beach, unobstructed. Secondly, the beach activity stands are unattractive, not indicative of our "sense of place",
and frequently rather unwelcoming & void of "aloha"! Jennifer: Best of Luck - Happy to participate.

e My main concern vis-a-vis this subject and your survey is the enormous loss of sand on WaikikT's eastern-end beaches (Natatorium
to Diamond Head) that I have witnessed over the years.

e Thank you

e The runoff from streams through the Ala Wai canal brings dirt and all sorts of discarded tires, balls, shopping carts, wood, plastic
and a constant need to dredge the canal and have trash pick-ups. Biggest contaminator I see.

e Best of wishes in your thesis, Ms. Barrett... and I hope you learned very much during your research time in college. I know that I

learned a lot from your survey... both about Hawaii, and about myself (Go Duke Blue Devils!)

Put more lights in dark places of Kapiolani Park for the safety of seniors enjoying their walking.

Waikiki is the treasure for all.

No smoking - on beach clean ups all you find are butts!

Maintaining/improving Waikiki's beaches is very important for it to remain a premier tourist destination. However, Hawaii

residents should not bear the financial burden of doing this via taxation. Funding would be more appropriately obtained with an

increased hotel tax for Waikiki hotels - or, even better, by legalizing gambling in the area. This would also attract more visitors and
move revenue for the state.

e Teach people to recycle, recycle, recycle! And make it easy for us! The way people dispose of cans, butts, etc. makes me cry...
compare with many countries in Europe and learn. And as important: Please continue restoring the Natatorium! It is such an asset
for Hawaiian/visitors (Duke K.) and culture in general!

e Get rid of the homeless vagrants!

e No more construction in Waikikt of homes or hotels - condos, etc.
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Accessible parking at reasonable rates; Shops & restaurants affordable to local people (enough of Chanel, Dior, Coach, Prada, etc.);
More evidence of the host Hawaiian Culture; No more bending of planning laws to allow high-rises on the beach by offshore
greedy corporations!

Ban smoking on Waikiki beach.

Block the Ala Wai canal garbage.

A kama‘aina should be able to walk Waikiki Beach (not pathway) leisurely at any time of tide!

Must maintain "size" of beach for future generations.

I wish there will be more entertainment in the future - like the Kodak hula show + more.

Relocate the homeless.

Keep the beach and adjoining park areas off limits for overnight campers + squatters. Make it a safe and enjoyable place to visit.
I'm glad and happy to see and realize there is a wonderful lady like you who has vision and foresight to keep Waikiki a wondership
place for future generations. Me and all my friends think you are a saint and leader. Thank you.

[ used to swim at 7 or 7:30 each AM. Can't anymore.

Keep up the great work!

Homeless should not be permitted to live on the beachor in the parks

No more buildings on the makai side of Kalakaua.

There should be more lifeguards. More trash bins as there's a lot of blowing papers, cigarettes, etc. Maybe signs to not throw trash
& cigarettes on beach.

I live here 38 years, can't say anything to anyone or am told if you don't like it here go back where you come from. The worst police
force in Waikiki in the world for people who live here.

Banning smoking on beach is a Must, and along with that provide information on places that assist people to quit smoking for good
in Waikikt and nearby area. :)

Waikiki is fine the way it is, we do not need any more laws or regulations in regards to Waikiki.

As things in Japan escalate, think of the populace that depends on these people for our own livelihoods. Reefs or not, I think we
may be in trouble.

Garbage trucks that leak dumpster liquids pollute Waikiki's streets and this nasty liquid (pudding) is often just washed down a
nearby storm drain (storm drains on Kuhio & Kalakaua all drain through the Kapahulu Ave Groin where the kids surf) leaking from
any vehicle is illegal (Health Dept.). The Kapahulu Groin Drain should be redirected to empty into Ala Wai Canal behind library &
a large pipe should connect Ala Wai Canal to Kapahulu Groin so high tide flows thru it into Canal and then flow is stopped by a
"check valve". The nasty cesspools under Kuhio Beach's outdoor showers (DeRussy & Hilton) could easily be modified so they
could be connected to the sanitary sewer. Building a thatch roof over the shower area & small raised barriers on surrounding
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sidewalks would prevent rain water from entering the drain; this would allow holding tanks (placed in sand for easy access to
remove settled sand) to seperate sand & shower water then water pumped to sanitary sewer line via a sand pump.
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